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It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it was sold
under a name recognized in the United States Pharmacopoeia, and differed
from the standard of strength, quality, and purity as determined by the test
laid down in the pharmacopoeia official at the time of investigation and its own
standard was not stated on the label.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement, “ Ether, U. S. P.”,
borne on the label, was false and misleading.

On May 9, 1933, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. G. TuewELL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20913. Adulteration and misbranding of tincture iodine. U. S. v. Witsell
Bros. Manufacturing Co. Plea of guilty. Fine, $50. (F. & D. no.
29358. I. 8. no. 52667.)

This case was based on the interstate shipment of a quantity of tincture of
iodine that contained iodine and potassium ijodide in excess of the maximum
provided by the United States Pharmacopoeia. The label failed to declare the
quantity or proportion of alcohol contained in the article.

On May 15, 1933, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Tennessee, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court of the United States an information against Witsell Bros.
Manufacturing Co., a corporation, Memphis, Tenn., alleging shipment by said
company in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about January 28, 1932,
from the State of Tennessee into the State of Arkansas, of a quantity of
tincture iodine that was adulterated and misbranded. The article was labeled
in part: ¢ Tincture Iodine * * * Witsell Bros. Mfg. Co. Memphis Tenn.”

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that it
was sold under and by a name recognized in the United States Pharmacopoeia,
and differed from the standard of strength, quality, and purity as determined by
the test laid down in the pharmacopoeia official at the time of investigation of
the article, since it contained more iodine and more potassium iodide per
100 cubic centimeters than is prescribed by the pharmacopoeia; and its own
standard of strength was not stated upon the container.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article contained alcohol,
and the label on the package failed to bear a statement of the quantity or
proportion of alcohol contained in the article.

On May 19, 1938, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf of
th% defendant company, and the court imposed a penalty of $50 in lieu of fine
and costs.

R. G. TvewELL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20914, Adulteration and misbranding of ethyl borate. U. S. v. 107 Bottles
of Ethyl Borate. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and
destruction. (F. & D. no. 29587. Sample no. 22429-A.)

This case involved a product represented to be ethyl borate. Examination
showed that the article was not ethyl borate; that it was not an antiseptic,
as claimed; that it contained less alcohol than declared; and that the labels
bore unwarranted curative and therapeutic claims.

On December 3, 1932, the United States attorney for the District of Maryland,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the district
court of the United States a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 107
bottles of ethyl borate at Baltimore, Md., alleging that the article had been
shipped in interstate commerce into the State of Maryland, on or about October
7, 1932, by the Emme Dental Specialty Co., from St. Paul, Minn, and charging
adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act as
amended.

‘Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it
consisted essentially of boric acid (alcohol 1 percent by volume), and water
flavored with oil of peppermint. Bacteriological examination showed that the
article was not antiseptic.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that its
strength or purity fell below the professed standard or quality under which
it was sold, namely, “Antiseptic, * * * Ethyl Borate.”

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the following statements on
the labels were false and misleading: (Carton) “Ethyl Borate, Not over
7% Alcohol, a mild but powerful antiseptic”; (bottle) “ Ethyl Borate, Not over
7% Alcohol, Ethyl Borate, being a * * * antiseptic mouth wash. As



